Inadequate reporting in nutritional epidemiology study has important downstream consequences for the public and the reputation of the nutrition research. Poor reporting of nutritional studies can have serious implications on knowledge transfer, public health policy, and research. In addition, it is a significant and avoidable source of research waste. The STrengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology-nutritional epidemiology (STROBE-nut) statement comprises a set of 24 items, organised as a checklist, with minimal information to be included in manuscripts describing findings of nutritional epidemiology research and dietary assessment. The goal of STROBE-nut is to ensure all information is available to enable quality appraisal, correct understanding, effective replication and application of findings. It has been suggested that robust implementation of reporting guidelines will translate into more complete reported research. Furthermore systematic use of reporting guidelines can indirectly improve the methodological qualities of research papers. In this regard, if STROBE-nut becomes a common practice between the community of nutritionist and epidemiologist, it can enhance the quality of the nutritional epidemiology field output. We thus suggest the endorsement of STROBE-nut at the European Journal of Clinical Nutrition.
Introduction
An assessment of biomedical literature in 2014 estimated that the large majority of research funding provided insufficient value [1] . An important contributor to this research waste was a failure to include all relevant information during the write-up and publication of findings. Incomplete reporting is hence an avoidable source of research waste. The inclusion of all relevant information in accepted manuscripts helps readers understand what was done and discovered, and to assess the quality of evidence; this would then better guide research policy and practice. Numerous systematic reviews in nutrition have reported that original studies that fulfilled search criteria could not be finally considered due to absence of essential information. In an effort to address this, reporting guidelines were developed. Reporting guidelines are typically summarised as a checklist that is submitted together with the manuscript. The checklist indicates the page number where reviewers and editors can find the different items described in a manuscript. Reporting guidelines are useful tools to ensure completeness of reporting and assist researchers during the write-up of study findings. In addition, they could facilitate the peer review and editorial process as they direct readers to key elements of the study. Although reporting guidelines could provide an estimate of reporting completeness, they are not appropriate to asses quality of studies or grading evidence.
To [3] was published in 2016 as an extension of the STROBE (Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology) statement for epidemiology. STROBE-nut is summarised as a list of 24 items that apply for nutritional epidemiology and dietary assessment. STROBE-nut was developed by an international collaboration between nutritionists, epidemiologists, researchers, methodologists, statisticians, and editors. The guidance was developed during various face-to-face meetings where input from consultation rounds with 21 international experts was summarised. To enhance correct use of STROBE-nut, a complementary paper with elaborations and examples for each item was published soon after [4] . STROBE-nut has been included as a reporting guideline in EQUATOR and part of the instructions for authors of several journals. It is also under consideration by other journals such as European Journal of Clinical Nutrition.
Referring to reporting guidelines in the instructions for authors provides a powerful incentive for authors to consult and use reporting guidelines [5] . However, it is important to realise that the mandatory use of reporting guidelines can add to the existing workload of those involved in the publication process i.e. authors, reviewers and editors. Without careful consideration, enforcement of reporting guidelines could miss its purpose and stimulate a culture of paper polishing to ensure checklist adherence rather than a careful consideration for research quality through the entire research process. Authors should be encouraged to apply reporting guidelines throughout the writing process, in an overall appreciation of scientific rigour while fostering clarity and creativity of academic writing at the same time.
Adherence to reporting guidelines is not a quick fix and needs to be part of a larger effort to address quality of research, involving interventions at different steps of the research process. We therefore recommend that the inclusion of reporting guidelines in the author instructions of journals and the notes for their correct usage, should form part of a wider narrative to foster research excellence and learning, for authors, reviewers and editors alike.
In addition, care should be taken to monitor usefulness, burden on the users and added value to the research process and culture. Research excellence, including efforts to ensure optimal presentation of research findings, is a dynamic process that requires continuous attention and effort. Regular revision and scrutiny of the relevance of such recommendations are therefore appropriate. Sharing user experiences and good practices are helpful to assess optimal methods to administer reporting guidelines to improve quality of research. We welcome contributions and reflections on the use of reporting guidelines such as STROBE-nut, in improving the quality of academic writing and hence its contribution to advancement of nutrition research. We are particularly interested to learn from researchers who conduct systematic reviews about specific missing information they required from manuscripts they reviewed or aspects they felt could be more explicitly expressed. Such feedback will help to prioritise future revisions of the STROBE-nut guidelines.
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